EPA Plans Cleanup for Waste Disposal Areas

The Cleanup Proposal..

Because approximately 60,00
cubic yards of contaminate
waste left at the Mohawk Ta

nery Superfund Site could pog
a health risk, EPA proposes t
following early cleanup plan:

Excavate waste fro
known disposal areas to rg
move sources of contaming
tion that people could com
in contact with.

v Transport excavate(
waste off-site to a permitte
facility for disposal.

v Backfill the excavated
areas with clean fill and re
vegetate.

Mohawk Tannery Site

"Environmental
Services

Fact Sheet

July 2002

Come learn more about the What do you think?

cleanup.

Find out about the proposed EPA wants to hear from you before se-

cleanup plan at a public informa- lecting a cleanup approach for the si
tional meeting scheduled for

Wednesday, Augustn Nashua, EPA is accepting public comment
NH. At the meeting, EPA and the this cleanup proposal from July 30
New Hampshire Department of August 29, 2002. You do not have

Environmental Services (NH be atechnical expertto comment - your

DES) will summarize the cleanup comments can include any concern
proposal and will be available to preference you have about the clean
respond to your questions and con-proposal.

cerns about the cleanup and how

it may affect you. To comment formally, you may:

Offer oral commentsdur-
ing the public hearing on
Tuesday, August 20, 2002.

Public Meeting
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
Wednesday, August"7

Public Hearing
7:00 - 9:00 p.m.
Tuesday, August 20

Send written comments
postmarked no later than
August 29, 2002 to:

All Events Will be held at the
Nashua City Hall Auditorium
229 Main Street

Neil Handler

Project Manager

U.S. EPA New England
Suite 1100 (HBO)

4 Congress St.

Boston, MA 02114

For more information about the meeting, ¢
should you have specific needs or questio
about the facility and it's accessibility
please contact EPA Community Involve
ment Coordinator, Angela Bonarrigo tol
free at:

888-372-7341 x 81034

E-mail commentsby
August 29, 2002 to:

handler.neil@epa.gov

In accordance with the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act, (Section 117) the lavistied dstabl
Superfund program, this document summarizes EPA's cleanup proposal. For detailed information on the options evaluateédhesiise see
the Mohawk Tannery Engineering Evaluation / Cost Analysis available for review at the information repositories locatedsituthd>Nblic
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Library and at EPA's One Congress Street Office in Boston.
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A Brief Overview of the Site

The Mohawk Tannery Site (a.k.a. Granite State L
ers) is located in Nashua, New Hampshire at th
tersection of Fairmount Street and Warsaw Ave
The site consists of two contiguous properties:

veloped parcel to the north, and an undevelope

Residential neighborhoods are located to the ea
southeast of the site and the Fimble Door Com
is located to the north. Although the tannery

down in 1984, the main building has been inter

cel to the south. Each parcel is about 15 acres.
Nashua River runs along the western edge of th site

Why is cleanup needed?
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:E\_Ithough tannery operations ceased over 18 ye
4890, the waste which accumulated in the dispdg
areas over its many years of operation has been
g}_place and accessible to people, animals, and
vironment. The contaminants in the open lago
i .WeII as other disposal areas, pose a potential
a{ﬂoadults and children trespassing onto the site.

en
Ire
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§3t¥1e property, although formerly industrial, has be
i{_e-zoned residential by the City of Nashua. Fut
development of the site is very likely, given its clo

tently used by the owner for storage purposes. . . .
y y ge purp proximity to downtown Nashua. Residential dev¢

While operating, the tannery used numerous ha afpment of the site in its present condition woy

ous substances in the preparation and tanning o an . :
mal hides including chromium, pentachlorophe Onants present in the soils.
and 4-methylphenol. Dioxin has also been foun
the site and is believed to be a by-product assoc]at . L
with the use of pentachlorophenol and other ch -(.JOIOQ'CaI concern. Much of the yvaste IS cont
nated phenolic compounds in the treatment of hi ev¥'.th the shallow groundwater which flows mFO t
EPA investigations concluded that during the ti Qearby Nashua River. Two of the largest dispo
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that the Tannery operated, hazardous substance KY&fs, containing over 90% of the waste dispose

as those mentioned above, were discharged dirpc
into the Nashua River and also deposited into six|di

presence of buried waste at the site is als

d shua River, within the 100-year floodplain. Int

posal areas at the site (see Areas 1-4 and 6-7 off Fi ent of a flood, significant quantities of hazardo
ure 1) stibstances could be released into the river.

What is a NTCRA and Why is One Being Recommended at the Site?

The Superfund law allows EPA to implement cleanup actions under “removal”’ or “remedial” authg
specified in the statute. The approach EPA takes depends on many factors. Removal actions are oftg
respond to emergency or time-critical situations.

A Non-Time-Critical Removal Action, or NTCRA is undertaken if EPA has more than six months of pl
ning and preparation time before cleanup must begin, but prompt action is still needed to stop or subs
reduce a release or threatened release of hazardous substances. EPA uses an Engineering Evall
Analysis (EE/CA) to develop and evaluate NTCRA cleanup options. A preferred cleanup approach
presented to the public for review and comment. After evaluating the comments received, EPA pref
Action Memorandum documenting the cleanup approach for the site. Implementing a NTCRA usually a
a more rapid risk reduction in comparison to more traditional Superfund remedial approaches.

The portions of the site addressed by the EE/CA and discussed in this fact sheet qualify fora NTCRA
of the risks posed to public health and the environment by the hazardous substances detected in the
disposal areas at the site. These releases are serious enough that EPA has recommended that they
up under the NTCRA process rather than wait for the completion of the traditional Remedial Invest

%-site, are located approximately sixty feet from {he
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and Feasibility Study of other potentially impacted areas at the site.
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FIMBEL
LANDFILL

NOTES:

. ALL LOCATIONS ARE TO BE CONSIDERED APPROXIMATE.
. PLAN NOT TO BE USED FOR DESIGN.

FIGURE 1
EXTENT OF SLUDGE /WASTE
MOHAWK TANNERY SITE
NASHUA, NEW HAMPSHIRE
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FENCE ' 150°

APPROXIMATE PROPERTY LINE ;
1 INCH = 150 FEET

ESTIMATED LIMITS
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Four Kinds of Cleanup EPA Evaluates Cleanup

EPA looks at numerous technical approaches to determine the best Options:
way to reduce the risks presented by a Superfund site. The EPA then

narrows the possibilities to approaches that would protect human health )
and the environment. Although reducing risks often involves combiEPA analyzed several actions and teg
nations of highly technical processes, there are generally only foutologies that could be used to clean |
basic cleanup options. the six waste disposal areas at the site.

and cover or contain it to prevent exposure to, or spread of, contami-
nants. This method reduces risks from exposure to contamination, b
does not destroy or reduce it.

O Move contamination off site: Remove contaminated mate- Disposal
rial (soil, groundwater etc.) and dispose of it or treat it elsewhere. _ ) )
m| Treat contamination on site: Use a chemical or physical 2) Alternative 2: Excavation and On-Sit

process on the site to destroy or remove the contaminants. Treated Disposal
material can be left on-site or disposed of in an off-site hazardous

Incineration

The Three Criteria for Choosing a NTCRA

Cleanup Based on the data gathered during the B
CA and other historical investigations
EPA examines theffectiveness, implementability, and cadteach EPA has assumed that the waste at the
cleanup option considered in an EE/CA. EPA uses these critgria tis not classified as a RCRA (Resourq
balance the pros and cons of cleanup alternatives and to splect@onservation and Recovery Act) hazar

preferred cleanup option. ous waste. However, based on the sulfi
concentrations found in Area 1, it is pog

Effectivenesss measured by examining: sible that the waste from this one are

» Overall protection of human health and the environment could be considered a hazardous was
» Compliance with ARARs (Applicable or Relevant and Apgro- . .

priate Requirements - laws and regulations that will guidé theAs_a result, scenarios under Whlch the m
cleanup) terial from Area 1 would be considered
« Short-term and Long-term effectiveness and permanence RCRA hazardous waste were also an
« Reduction of toxicity, mobility or volume of contaminatijpn lyzed.

through treatment

Implementabilityis measured by examining: EPA compared each of the above clean
e Technical and Administrative feasibility options using the criteria &ffectiveness,
* Availability of services and materials Implementability, and Cosor details on

» Acceptance by the State and Commuity
Costis measured by examining:

» Direct and indirect capital costs

* Post-removal site control costs

* Present worth costs

these criteria see box in previous columr
This comparison allowed EPA to selec

Alternative 1, which is described in greats
detail on page 6, consists of excavatin

Table 1 shows an abbreviated comparison of the NTCRA cldanughe waste from the six on-site dispos

CA. Once EPA receives comments from the state and commuhity, isite to a permitted facility for disposal.
will select a final cleanup approach for the waste disposal areI;s.

Alternative 1: Excavation and Off-Site

waste facility. 3) Alternative 3: Excavation and Off-site

Alternative 1 as its preferred alternative.

options considered for the site. More details are available in tHe EEAreas and transporting this material off-

h-
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In

doing so, EPA developed three cleanyp
O Take limited or no action: Leave the site as it is, or just re- options that could achieve the removal ac-
strict access and monitor it. o ~ tion objectives identified for the project
O Contain contamination: Leave contamination where it is These cleanup options are:
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Table 1
Comparison of Cleanup Alternatives

The Criteri Alternative 1 * Alternative 2 Alternative 3
¢ Lntena Excavation and Excavation and Excavation and
Off-Site Disposal , On-Site Disposal Off-Site Incineration
EFFECTIVENESS ( protects Yes '
public health and the Provided on-site landfill is
. } Yes L Yes
environment and meets removal properly maintained; also places
objectives) restrictions on future use of site
IMPLEMENTABILITY (can it Yes Yes Yes
be done?)
COST (total present worth) Alt. 1A: $14,946,000 Alt. 2A: $ 6,300,000 Alt.3-U.S.: $69,722,000
Alt. 1B: $20,435,000 Alt. 2B: $ 6,300,000 Alt. 3-CAN: $50,160,000
Alt. 1C: $22,826,000 Alt. 2C: $19,156,000
NH DES ACCEPTANCE To be determined after the public comment period
COMMUNITY ACCEPTANCE To be determined after the public comment period
TIME TO COMPLETE }
REMOVAL ACTION (time for 12 months 16 months 12 months
on-site activities)

* EPA’s recommended alternative
Yes  Meets or exceeds criterion
Costs were developed for various sub-options for each alternative, depending on waste classification and disposal facility location:
Alternatives 1 and 2 sub-alternatives: A — All waste non-hazardous
B - Area | waste hazardous, disposal at suitable U.S landfill
C — Area | waste hazardous, disposal at suitable Canadian landfill
Alternative 3 sub-alternatives: 3-US — All waste disposed at U.S. incineration facility

3-CAN ~ All waste disposed at Canadian incineration facility
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A Closer LookAt EPA's Proposal. . .

EPAs proposal to address the risks posed by t

waste at the Mohawk Tannery site involves exci IMPACTS TO THE
vating this material from the six known disposa
areas and then transporting the waste off-site tg COMMUNITY
All of the disposal options would involve e

permitted facility for disposal. The contaminant

found in the waste present a threat to public hea )
cavation and therefore would present so
short-term inconvenience and risks. To miji;

and the environment.
Based on the sampling information obtained duri mize the impacts and risks, steps will be tagen

the EE/CA, EPA believes that the waste can be safe to control dust, odors, and noise during ¢
disposed of in a Subtitle D landfill (a landfill de- cavation and off-site transportation.

signed for non-hazardous wastes). EPA has es
mated that there are approximately 60,000 cub
yards of waste which will have to be removed fro
the site. During the excavation of the waste, odq
control measures will be used at the site to mi
mize any impacts to the surrounding communit
In addition, during the excavation EPA will perfor
air monitoring to ensure that the public as well &
on-site workers are protected. EPA is consideri
alternative routes for transporting wastes off-sit
such as through the Fimbel Door property in an e
fort to minimize any impacts to the surrounding co
munity. Excavated areas would be backfilled wit
clean fill and re-vegetated to minimize any prob
lems with erosion. Based on the large volume
material to be removed from the site EPA estimaty
that it may take approximately 12 months to co
plete the cleanup of the disposal areas at a cosf
approximately $15 million.

D

Excavation and off-site disposal will increage
local truck traffic and noise. EPA will wor
with the community to identify appropriatg
transportation routes and hours of operatgn
for the cleanup.

Workers who implement the cleanup will I§e
protected through the use of appropriate g¥g-
tective gear and proper safety practices. Jhe
public as well as workers will be further prg
tected through air

monitoring for the

principle contaminants

of concern. Measure

will be taken to control

dust as necessary. 1B

Cleanup Actions beyond the NTCRA

Although the NTCRA will clean up much of the site, EPA is proceeding with a separate investiggipn of

other areas at and adjacent to the Mohawk Tannery site which might have been impacted by past @oeration
and waste disposal practices. Such potentially impacted areas include the groundwater, on-site ffuildings
Nashua River, and the undeveloped parcel to the south. Through a Cooperative Agreement issyed by th
EPA, the NH DES is in the process of initiating a remedial investigation of these other areas. The gmedial

|| take
approximately 18 months to complete. A long-term cleanup approach will be selected upon the gomple-
tion of the RI and subsequent Feasibility Study.
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Why Does EPA Recommend Next Steps...

this Alternative?

EPA compared Alternative 1 (excavation of the wastEPA hopes to have reviewed all comments from t
and off-site disposal at a permitted facility) to the othepublic and completed the preparation of the Actid
alternatives as part of the EE/CA analysis (see TabMemorandum by September of 2002. The Actid
1 for an overview of this comparison). The alternaMemorandum and a summary of the responses to p
tives evaluated in detail present similar initial challic comments will be made available to the public
lenges for implementation since all three alternativethe Nashua Public Library and through the ER

tive 1 is overall the easiest to implement since thidction Memorandum, EPA will announce the dec
alternative has the fewest issues associated with Ision through the local news media and commun
cating an off-site disposal facility capable of acceptmailing list.

ing wastes from the site. This is in contrast to Alter
native 2 (excavation and disposal in a on-site lang
fill) which requires an engineered solution and long .
ter)m operati%n and maintenance, and Alternative For More Detailed
(excavation and off-site disposal through incineration Information

for which there are a limited number of incineratio
facilities permitted to accept dioxin contaminated
wastes.

To help the public understand and comment
on the proposal for the site, this publication
summarizes a number of reports and stud
ies. All of the technical and public informa-
tion publications which form the basis of
EPA's recommnedation are available at the
following information repositories:

The cost of Alternative 1 is less than Alternative

but it is more than Alternative 2. However, the ben
efits of Alternative 1 appear to outweigh the cost ad
vantage of Alternative 2 since it permanently removep
contaminants from the site and eliminates the poss
bility for people to be exposed to them at some futurg

Nashua Public Library
date.

Court Street
Nashua, New Hampshir

All three alternatives are effective and protective o (603)589-4600

human health and the environment. Alternative 3 |
the only alternative which satisfies the statutory pref
erence for treatment. When Alternatives 1 and 2 afg EpA Records Center

compared for effectiveness, the primary advantage §f 1 Congress Street

Alternative 1 is that it does not require any long ternf  Boston, Massachusetts

operation and maintenance and it places fewer restrig- (517) 918-1440

tions on the future use of the property. Based on thege (ol free: 1-888-372-7341 x 81440
perceived advantages, Alternative 1 was selected Rs please call to schedule an appointment
the recommended alternative.

require excavation of the waste. However, AlternaRecords Center in Boston. Upon completion of the

A
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What is a Formal Comment?

During the 30-day public comment period, EPA will accept formal written comments and hold 3
public hearing to accept formal verbal comments. EPA uses public comments to improve the clggnup
proposal.

To make dormal comment, you need only to speak during the public hearidugost 20, 2002
or submit a written comment during the comment period.

Federal regulations require EPA to distinguish between “formal” and “informal” comments. YWhile
EPA uses your comments throughout site investigation and cleanup, &Rl required to respond
in writing to formal comments.

EPA will review the transcript of all formal comments received at the hearing, and all written
comments received during the public comment period, before making a final cleanup decision. JE[PA
will then prepare a written response to all formal written and oral comments received.
Your formal comment will become part of the official public record. The transcript of commengts
and EPA's written responses will be issued in a document called a Responsiveness Summary Vjhen

EPA releases the final cleanup decision.

Fold, staple, stamp, and mail

Mr. Neil Handler

US EPA

One Congress Street, Suite 1100
(HBO)

Boston, MA 02114-2023
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Send us Your Comments

Please provide EPA with your written coments about the proposed plan for
the Mohawk Tannery Site. You can use the form below to send written
comments, or email comments to: handler.neil@epa.gov. Please mail this
form and any additional written comments, postmarked no later than

August 29, 2002 to:
Neil Handler
U.S. EPA
1 Congress St., Suite 1100 (HBO)
Boston MA 02114
fax: 617-918-1291

Comments Submitted by: (Attach additional sheets as needed)

/




